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S. 331 COSPONSORSHIP

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, Senator
KENT CONRAD is an original cosponsor
to S. 331, a bill to provide grants from
moneys collected from violations of
the corporate average fuel economy
program to be used to expand infra-
structure necessary to increase the
availability of alternative fuels.

In my floor statement on January 18,
2007, I referenced Senator CONRAD as a
cosponsor but he was omitted from the
list of cosponsors of this legislation. I
ask that the RECORD be updated to re-
flect Senator CONRAD’s original cospon-
sorship.

———

WILLIAM ODOM’S ‘““VICTORY IS
NOT AN OPTION”’

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, William
Odom is one of the finest intelligence
officers who have served in our mili-
tary. Retiring at the rank of lieutenant
general, his distinguished Army career
culminated in his heading up the U.S.
Army’s intelligence division and the
National Security Agency. He has
worked tirelessly to help the country
understand and deal with the chal-
lenges to its security and defense. I
have known the general for decades,
and, like many of my colleagues, 1
deeply value his judgment and insight.

That is why I read his opinion piece
from last Sunday’s Washington Post,
‘“Victory is Not an Option,” with great
interest.

General Odom lays out the truths
and myths of the Nation’s involvement
in Iraq. Among the clear truths is that
the dream of a real democracy gaining
roots in that war-torn country is sim-
ply that, a dream. He rightly points
out, too, that any Iraqi government is
likely to be more anti than pro-Amer-
ican at the end of the day.

As for the myths, he sensibly lays
out that it is pure fantasy for anyone
to think that our presence is actually
preventing the horrible carnage from
unfolding or holding Iran back from
gaining influence with its neighbor. It
is similarly a flight of the imagination
to think that our military presence is
actually stanching—as opposed to en-
couraging—al-Qaida’s involvement in
the country. Finally, it is a myth to
think that we must stay in Iraq ‘‘to
support the troops.” In fact, he notes,
many of our brave men and women in
the country understand the cold reali-
ties that unfold there every day, and
many of them believe that we should
get out of Iraq.

General Odom makes some sensible
suggestions for a new policy direction,
something beyond the absurd ‘‘surge’’
that is only the same old repast of
stay-the-course with a different sea-
soning. We should get out of Iraq and
recognize that our presence there has
become a source of instability for the
whole Middle East. He smartly sug-
gests that we should work with our
international partners to seek order
and stability, which will fundamen-
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tally alter the balance against the
radicals who want to stir up even more
strife.

I ask unanimous consent that Gen-
eral Odom’s article, ‘“Victory Is Not an
Option,” now be printed in the RECORD.
I urge my colleagues to read this arti-
cle closely and truly think about what
General Odom is saying. The logic is
clear and sensible. I think it is incon-
trovertible.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 11, 2007]

VICTORY IS NOT AN OPTION
(By William E. Odom)

The new National Intelligence Estimate on
Iraq starkly delineates the gulf that sepa-
rates President Bush’s illusions from the re-
alities of the war. Victory, as the president
sees it, requires a stable liberal democracy
in Iraq that is pro-American. The NIE de-
scribes a war that has no chance of pro-
ducing that result. In this critical respect,
the NIE, the consensus judgment of all the
U.S. intelligence agencies, is a declaration of
defeat.

Its gloomy implications—hedged, as intel-
ligence agencies prefer, in rubbery language
that cannot soften its impact—put the intel-
ligence community and the American public
on the same page. The public awakened to
the reality of failure in Iraq last year and
turned the Republicans out of control of
Congress to wake it up. But a majority of its
members are still asleep, or only half-awake
to their new writ to end the war soon.

Perhaps this is not surprising. Americans
do not warm to defeat or failure, and our
politicians are famously reluctant to admit
their own responsibility for anything resem-
bling those un-American outcomes. So they
beat around the bush, wringing hands and de-
bating ‘“‘nonbinding resolutions’ that oppose
the president’s plan to increase the number
of U.S. troops in Iraq.

For the moment, the collision of the
public’s clarity of mind, the president’s re-
lentless pursuit of defeat and Congress’s anx-
iety has paralyzed us. We may be doomed to
two more years of chasing the mirage of de-
mocracy in Iraq and possibly widening the
war to Iran. But this is not inevitable. A
Congress, or a president, prepared to quit the
game of ‘““‘who gets the blame’ could begin to
alter American strategy in ways that will
vastly improve the prospects of a more sta-
ble Middle East.

No task is more important to the well-
being of the United States. We face great
peril in that troubled region, and improving
our prospects will be difficult. First of all, it
will require, from Congress at least, public
acknowledgment that the president’s policy
is based on illusions, not realities. There
never has been any right way to invade and
transform Iraq. Most Americans need no fur-
ther convincing, but two truths ought to put
the matter beyond question:

First, the assumption that the United
States could create a liberal, constitutional
democracy in Iraq defies just about every-
thing known by professional students of the
topic. Of the more than 40 democracies cre-
ated since World War II, fewer than 10 can be
considered truly ‘‘constitutional’—meaning
that their domestic order is protected by a
broadly accepted rule of law, and has sur-
vived for at least a generation. None is a
country with Arabic and Muslim political
cultures. None has deep sectarian and ethnic
fissures like those in Iraq.

Strangely, American political scientists
whose business it is to know these things
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have been irresponsibly quiet. In the lead-up
to the March 2003 invasion, neoconservative
agitators shouted insults at anyone who
dared to mention the many findings of aca-
demic research on how democracies evolve.
They also ignored our own struggles over
two centuries to create the democracy Amer-
icans enjoy today. Somehow Iraqis are now
expected to create a constitutional order in
a country with no conditions favoring it.

This is not to say that Arabs cannot be-
come liberal democrats. When they immi-
grate to the United States, many do so
quickly. But it is to say that Arab countries,
as well as a large majority of all countries,
find creating a stable constitutional democ-
racy beyond their capacities.

Second, to expect any Iraqi leader who can
hold his country together to be pro-Amer-
ican, or to share American goals, is to aban-
don common sense. It took the United States
more than a century to get over its hostility
toward British occupation. (In 1914, a major-
ity of the public favored supporting Germany
against Britain.) Every month of the U.S. oc-
cupation, polls have recorded Iraqis’ rising
animosity toward the United States. Even
supporters of an American military presence
say that it is acceptable temporarily and
only to prevent either of the warring sides in
Iraq from winning. Today the Iraqi govern-
ment survives only because its senior mem-
bers and their families live within the heav-
ily guarded Green Zone, which houses the
U.S. Embassy and military command.

As Congress awakens to these realities—
and a few members have bravely pointed
them out—will it act on them? Not nec-
essarily. Too many lawmakers have fallen
for the myths that are invoked to try to sell
the president’s new war aims. Let us con-
sider the most pernicious of them.

(1) We must continue the war to prevent
the terrible aftermath that will occur if our
forces are withdrawn soon. Reflect on the
double-think of this formulation. We are now
fighting to prevent what our invasion made
inevitable! Undoubtedly we will leave a
mess—the mess we created, which has be-
come worse each year we have remained.
Lawmakers gravely proclaim their opposi-
tion to the war, but in the next breath ex-
press fear that quitting it will leave a blood
bath, a civil war, a terrorist haven, a ‘‘failed
state,”” or some other horror. But this ‘‘after-
math’” is already upon us; a prolonged U.S.
occupation cannot prevent what already ex-
ists.

(2) We must continue the war to prevent
Iran’s influence from growing in Iraq. This is
another absurd notion. One of the president’s
initial war aims, the creation of a democracy
in Iraq, ensured increased Iranian influence,
both in Iraq and the region. Electoral democ-
racy, predictably, would put Shiite groups in
power—groups supported by Iran since Sad-
dam Hussein repressed them in 1991. Why are
so many members of Congress swallowing
the claim that prolonging the war is now
supposed to prevent precisely what starting
the war inexorably and predictably caused?
Fear that Congress will confront this con-
tradiction helps explain the administration
and neocon drumbeat we now hear for ex-
panding the war to Iran.

Here we see shades of the Nixon-Kissinger
strategy in Vietnam: widen the war into
Cambodia and Laos. Only this time, the ad-
verse consequences would be far greater.
Iran’s ability to hurt U.S. forces in Iraq are
not trivial. And the anti-American backlash
in the region would be larger, and have more
lasting consequences.

(3) We must prevent the emergence of a
new haven for al-Qaeda in Iraq. But it was
the U.S. invasion that opened Iraq’s doors to
al-Qaeda. The longer U.S. forces have re-
mained there, the stronger al-Qaeda has be-
come. Yet its strength within the Kurdish
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